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ABSTBACT 

Described are three specific instructional prograning 
techniques reromaended as a result of Project CHILD, a research 
effort to validate identification, intervention, and teacher 
education prograas for use vith language handicapped children* The 
three intervention aodels are thought of as being located at 
equidistant points on a continuua from linear-rigid at one end to 
nonlinear"* flexible at the other pole* Described are the following 
prograas and related aaterials: alphabetic, phonetic, structural 
linguistic approach (APSL— -the aost highly structured and linearly 
sequenced prograa) ; the prograaed instruction approach (interaediate 
in structure, linear sequence, and individualization) ; and the 
individually prescribed prograa approach (the non-linear 
unstructured, and individualized aethod) * The three prograas are 
coapared in a chart based on the continuua in terns of the teacher's 
role in the intervention aethod, the teacher-student relationship, 
the role of the educational diagnostician, prograa placeaent, program 
developaent, and aaterials* Evaluation of the coaparative efficiency 
of the three aodels reveals no clear advantage of any one prograa, 
though the APSL approach was aore effective with the acre severely 
disabled students. <DB) 
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This booklet describes three models for intervening in the 
instructional process of language handicapped children. The 
rationale for choosing these three intervention models, brief 
descriptions of each model, and recommendations based on 
research findings of Project CHILD comprise the content of 
the booklet. Readers who wish detailed information on any 
one of the instructional programs may find this in the 
publication. Project CHILD, Final Report. 

Review of the literature regarding remediation of language 
disorders, learning disabilities, and central processing disfunc- 
tions revealed a paucity of information upon which to base 
selection of an instructional model. Part of this stemmed 
from the fact that in the past many of the intervention 
models have been either inappropriate for public school 
implementation, inadequately described, or unsupported by 
research data. 

Faced with the problem of selecting an instructional 
approach for this project and with no single approach 
emerging as a clearly evident "best choice," Project CHILD 
elected to make evaluation of intervention models one of the 
principal research thrusts of this project. 

Examination of existing intervention models revealed three 
models which seem to be located at approximately equi- 
distant points on a single continuum, from linear-rigid on the 
one end to nonlinear-flexible at the other pole. Selection of 
these instructional approaches consequently offered the 
distinct research advantage of enabling the investigator net 
only to make statements about the efficacy of the particular 
program but also through interpolation of results to make 
statements about programs which might also be located on 
this continuum but In position different from the three 
models investigated. 

A description of the three programs, and explanation of 
the continuum upon which they can be located, and the 
rationale for so locating them follows: 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS 



ALPHABETIC, PHONETIC, STRUCTURAL 
LINGUISTIC APPROACH 

The Alphabetic, Phonetic, Structural Linguistic Approach 
to Literacy (APSL) program is a highly structured, uniformly 
applied, linearly sequenced instructional program, its uni- 
formity, structure, and linearity are based on the assumption 
that language disability is a unidimensional problem and that 
a unidimensional interv^ention is therefore appropriate. 

APSL materials and methodology present language as a 
series of consistent patterns of visual, auditory, and oral 
communications stimuli; the individual stimulus and correct 
response can be committed to memory and only gradually is 
the learner required to master the system of language so that 
he can apply the generalization, or rule, io an unknown 
stimulus and determine an appropriate response. 

Each stimulus is presented on a multi-sensory basis, 
utilizing the child's ability to learn by seeing, hearing, and 
speaking. Tactile learning is also given much significance in 
that rough surfaced materials are used continuously for the 
child to reproduce written symbols, placing his finger on the 
abrasive surface to maximize the sensation of touch. 

This program is characterized by much repetition and drill, 
largely based on an assumption that the language disabled 
child relies heavily on memory for all learning. In the APSL 
approach th's is typified in constant drill and practice, both 
written and oral, on such items, as word families, i.e., sin, 
pin, iin. Thus the child writes, reads, hears, and s-'jys the 
letters, words, patterns and rules repeatedly. 

The starting point for each child is the same in this 
instructional p''og;'am. Once he has been Identified as having 
a language disability, he begins with basic letter recognition, 
alphabetic sequence, and sound-symbol relationships. Each 
student proceeds directly through the APSL materials with 
no variation. Permitted Individualization is limited to one 
dimension - rate of progress. 

An integral feature of the APSL program is individual 
instruction on the basic language materials. This is believed to 
be essential for pacing, for immediate reinrorcement or 
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correction, and for maintaining attention to the learning taslc. 
in the Project CHtLD adaptation of this program this 
individuai instruction was made possible by the use of 
volunteer tutors. 

PROGRAiVIMED INSTRUCTION APPROACH 

The Programmed Instruction (Pi) approach Is a structured, 
linearly sequenced, individually applied instructional pro- 
gram. Its principal mode of instruction is the linear program, 
which consists of the presentation of learning tasks broken 
down into small sequential stimuli, active response by the 
learner, and immediate reinforcement of correct responses. 
The basic assumption upon which this program relies is that 
language disability is characterized by gaps in sequence of 
skills, low motivation, and inadequate prior training. 

The materials used in this instructional approach are 
limited to linear programs appropriate to the learner. The 
language disabled child works through the programs at his 
own rate, but in a strictly linear fashion with no sequences 
deleted. Periodic assessment of progress permits some re- 
cycyling and reassignment. 

The learner is placed into appropriate programs at his level 
based upon diagnostic information. Although progression 
through the programs is linear and the p ograms are highly 
structured, the student does have some alternatives. If he 
fails to progress he may be allowed to repeat the program or 
he may be assigned a parallel program. 

The materials and methods of this instructional approach 
are pre-determined and are based on the nature of language 
disability not on the specific needs of individual learners. 
Although there is a degree of fiexibHity and individualization, 
it must be within the limits of the pre-determined materials 
and mode of instruction. 



INDIVIDUALLY PRESCRIBED PROGRAM APPROACH 

The Individually Prescribed Program approach (iPP) is a 
non-linear, unstructured, individualized method of instruc- 
tion based on the assumption that by pinpointing the nature 
of the language disability the teacher will have a rational basts 
for selecting a particular remedial method. This program 
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begins with a determination of each learner's profile through 
an assessment of his assets and deficits, individual instruc- 
tional strategies are devised or selecwdd to ameliorate the 
child's deficits -^nd to utilize his strengths to attain appro- 
priate educational progress. 

Materials and methods are selected from a wide variety of 
alternatives. Resources and m.sthods are in no way limited by 
this instructional approach but rather are a function of the 
needs of the individual learner. 

Diagnosis wirhin this method is dynamic. Appraisal results 
are seen as tentative and the student's profile is constantly 
reviewed and revised according to his daily classroom 
performance. Instructional strategies are eliminated and new 
ones are devised as indicated by daily eva!us£ion of student 
progress. 

Schedules may vary widely with different students and the 
length of time ^ent on different activities will be part of the 
individually proscribed strategies. 



The three approaches described above can be compared 
readily by placing them on a continuum extendin.i from 
linear to non-linear. On such a scale complete lineerity is 
represented by a single instructional system vlhh one pcint of 
entry, one sequence of progression and one point of 
completion. At the opposite pole the completely non-hnear 
approach embraces any instructional system, the only cri- 
terion for utilization being the child's continuous growth. 
Thus, the material to be used, method of presentation, point 
of entry, sequence of progressici and point of completion 
are all functions of the specific nature of the learner's 
disability. The assumption is that of the three instructional 
approaches used in Project CHILD, IPP most closely 
approximates the non-linear extreme, and APSL most closely 
resembles the linear pole with PI located at approximately 
the center of the scale. The following comparison of the 
respective systems indicate the bases for such a placement on 
the linear, non-linear continuum. 
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R':COMMENOATiONS 

Analysis of data coiiected on the efficiency of the three 
intervention models revealed no clear advantage for any one 
of the programs over the other two. The greatest effect was 
found in the metropolitan schools with all intervention 
models being found generally superior to the control group 
and with the APSL model yielding the greatest gain. This 
trend was not borne out, however, in the suburban district 
where the intervention models proved superior to the control 
only in selected areas ~ particularly language and word 
knowledge - and where gains were less significant. 

Further analysis reveals two possible factors contributing 
to this difference in findings. First, the metropolitan school 
district students averaged about one year lower In achieve- 
ment measures used at the beginning of the study and 
included some inner-city schools with resultant larger minor- 
ity representation than in the suburban district. Also the 
metropolitan district adhered much more closely to the 
intervention model which perhaps produced data that em- 
phasized differences between and among intervention models 
and districts. 

Based on these and similar findings, it is recommended 
that the APSL model and the APSL materials be used with 
the more severely disabled students. The extremely struc- 
tured format and the one-to-one instruction appear to be 
highly effective when appropriately implemented. In addition 
the very small cost a:.d minimal staff training requirements 
add to the desirability and practicality of implementing this 
program. 

The programmed instruction approach also proved effec- 
tive when adequately implemented and it also is an econom- 
ical and easily implemented model — its particular advantages 

1 The highly organized format which "spells-out" exactly 
what teacher and student are to do. 

2. The behavior modification applications which allow the 
teacher and student to "take stock" of progress daily. 

3. Th<3 placement process which assures the student's 
immediate success. 

4. The nature of the instructional materials which allow 
the student much control over his own instruction. 
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The Project CHILD adaptation of the APSL model 
consisted of a full classroom size implementation with 
approximately one-half ot the class population having a 
language disability. This type application (utilized in all 
Project CHILD intervention models) has the advantage of not 
"setting-apart" the LD child plus the obvious economic 
advantage of a regular classroom over a resource room. 

The third intervention model, IPP, offers an alternative for 
those children who do not respond to either the APSL or PI 
methods. While many language handicapped children can be 
habilitated in these two models, there are those whose 
deficiencies are not overcome by either. Such children may 
require the extensive appraisal and flexible programming 
available in the IPP classroom. 
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